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St. Columba, Cassiodorus, and Julian Boyd:
Some Lessons to Learn about Metaphor
FRANK G. BURKE

S

omewhere, in my picaresque wanderings through
the culture palaces of Washington, where I occasionally was assigned the role of Praetorian
Guard over the nation's historical treasures, I acquired
a copy of a curious speech delivered by Julian Boyd to
the meeting of the Society of American Archivists in
Annapolis on 13 October 1939.
The speech was curious for a number of reasons.
Entitled "St. Columba, Peter Force, and Robert C.
Brinkley: The Lesson They Teach," it was largely dedicated to Brinkley, who was an early exponent of documentary microfilming and author of the Manual on
Methods of Reproducing Research Materials. It was also
curious in that it apparently was never published, and
the copy that I acquired was the reading copy held by
the great Julian, with emendations in his own hand.
Mine is certainly not the original, which I assume continues to rest in the fond where I found it, but it is a
photocopy of some fifteen pages.
It might also seem curious in that Boyd weaves his
remarks so that the whole cloth that emerges from his
literary loom is one that enwraps the use of microfilm
in order to make documentary resources available to
masses of researchers at minimal cost. He does, however, conclude that not all documentary collections
should be so treated, but it is justifiable if the cost
equation between processing materials for reproduction and the prospective quantity of sales justifies it.
Thus, Boyd muses:
Publication by printing is and will continue to be
justifiable when this hypothetical sum is to be used
to secure a small number of titles for distribution
in a large number of copies; microcopying, to produce a large number of titles in a small number
of copies.

FRANK G. BURKE delivered this presidential address at the
annual banquet of the Association for Documentary Editing in
Chicago on 19 October 1991. He is Professor of Library and
Information Science at the University of Maryland at College
Park and served as Executive Director of the National Historical
Publications and Records Commission, 1975-84, and Acting Archivist at the National Archives and Records Administration,
1985-87.

Frank C. Burke delivers his presidential address.

In 1939 Boyd was still some three years away from beginning his magnum opus-the Papers of Thomas Jefferson. He notes that a project to do a definitive edition
of the writings of Franklin, comparable to the earlier
writings of Washington, had sought a large subvention
(the word "grant" had not yet crept into the scholar's
lexicon in 1939), and he commented:
This, I believe, is justifiable in respect of the voluminous papers of Washington, Franklin, Jefferson, and no doubt others. At least in the present
stage of transition we shall doubtless be obliged
to continue with traditional methods in dealing
with state papers, important public documents
such as the Territorial Papers, and the manuscripts
of figures of national importance.
But then he goes on to state:
But at least we should recognize the fact that we
are, in many cases, being inefficient and we should
seek to realize the potentiabilities [sic] of the new
methods whenever they are practicable.
The context of these remarks, and the meaning of the
references in the title "St. Columba, Peter Force, and
Robert C. Brinkley: The Lesson They Teach," form
Boyd's theme, which is the progression of editing, from
the sixth-century Irish saint, through the nineteenthcentury American transcriber, to the twentieth-century
proponent of photocopying of texts. Nor does Boyd
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limit himself to these widely separated figures. At one
point in his paper he recites the genealogy of publishers
and printers to whom we should all pay homage: Columba, Wang Chieh, Gutenberg, Caxton, Juan Bablos
in Mexico City, Stephen Daye in Cambridge, and Friedrich Koenig, who, Boyd explains, "in 18IO brought
about the marriage of two of the world's great inventions-the steam engine and the printing press."
It is, of course, the role of reviewers to find something to say about a work, even if it appears to be close
to perfect in its concept, presentation, and conclusions.
One method of the critic is to argue with the author
for not approaching the subject as the critic would.
The pages euphemistically labeled "communications"
at the back of professional journals such as the American
Historical Review contain ample evidence of the response of authors to such criticism, almost all of which
responses say, in effect, "if that's the way you think it
should have been written, why don't you try writing it
that way yourself!" I do not wish to get into such a
tussle with the great Julian, especially since he is not
here to defend himself, and probably dispatch my comments with a perceptive verbal thrust and a devastatingly witty parry, but I would like to have the
opportunity to discuss with him why he chose St. Columba instead of someone who would seem to be an
even more fitting subject to put in his pantheon of
editorial gods, that is, St. Columba's contemporary,
Cassiodorus.
We can assume that the St. Columba of Boyd's title
is the late sixth-century Irish scholar more commonly
referred to as St. Columbanus than the mid-sixth-century Irish scholar commonly referred to as St. Columba.
Boyd makes a glancing reference to a codex by Finnian
among his St. Columba's works, and that fits the former
saint more than the latter. Boyd praises Columbanus
for "practicing one of the primary functions of the
monastic life, the multiplication, that is, the publication, of books." He also notes that the "Irish Monk
was himself a copyist, using a time-honored method."
Beyond that, Boyd does not go, even though he could
have noted the greater contribution to scholarship that
Columbanus made-the establishment of Bobbio, the
Italian monastery noted for its scriptorium, its comprehensive library, and as "one of the greatest seats of
learning of the early Middle Ages. " I As it turns out, St.
Columbanus' major contributions to posterity are his
letters and poems and the supervision of the copying
of major works that were thus preserved for posterity
long after the originals or earlier copies had
disappeared.
And why would I expect Boyd to turn to Cassiodorus
as his model for Brinkley rather than to St. Columba
or Columbanus? There are a few reasons, and also some
areas on which we can speculate if Boyd had selected
Cassiodorus as his model.

2
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Cassiodorus is believed to have been born between
484 and 490, just before the Ostrogoth Theodoric became the sole ruler of Italy. At that time, Cassiodorus'
father was governing Sicily and later other lands of the
western empire. Following in his father's footsteps, Cassiodorus entered government service, rising through
the ranks until he became magister officiorum for Theodoric, and, since the Gothic king was essentially Latin
illiterate, Cassiodorus became his filter to the outside
world, supervising and even writing the official letters,
reports, appointments, and other documents that were
necessary for such high office. In 519 Cassiodorus compiled the Chronica, which brought into harmony the
concept of the Romans and the Goths as destined rulers
of Italy. On the death of Theodoric in 526 Cassiodorus
remained in the court administration as praetorian prefect and stayed in Rome until Belisarius captured Ravenna, at which point he "disappeared" in
Constantinople for close to fifteen years. He then returned to found a small monastery on his own lands,
called the Vivarium. There he established a scriptorium,
assembled a small number of monks, wrote his major
works-the Institutiones and De Orthographia-and died
somewhere between his ninety-sixth and hundredth
birthday. 2
After Theodoric's death, Cassiodorus prepared the
Variae, which holds interest for us in that it is an early
form of edited and published government documents.
They were collected mostly during the reign of Theodoric and, since Cassiodorus was, in effect, Theodoric's
secretary, written by himself for the king's signature or
for government distribution. The collection was, according to the compiler, whatever he could gather from
his career written by him relating to his government
activities. The work was prepared in twelve books and
includes the wide variety of documents one would expect to find in a government of the period. Thus, there
are edicts, letters of appointment, letters of instruction
to lower officials, documents relating to tax relief, some
construction documents, and judicial decisions in which
Cassiodorus participated as ajustice. 3 In its content the
document sounds like it would be comparable to our
Public Papers of the President series, regularly published
by the Federal Register. It is, in effect, a "snapshot of
administrative structure."4 At first glance, therefore,
one would think the Variae to be a place to go for an
understanding of the manner in which Roman/Gothic
government ruled in the sixth century, and some scholars say we know about the Ostrogothic rule of Rome
only because of Cassiodorus' publication. But the collection of documents does not stand up to such scrutiny, and probably did not please Julian Boyd too much,
if he ever saw it. The link is not so much with Boyd's
Annapolis speech with which I began, but rather with
Boyd's philosophy as an editor of the Jefferson papers,
which might be instructive.

The analysis that a young scholar, James J. O'Donnell, made of the Variae as recently as 1979 through
some fifty pages of commentary, slowly and methodically brings out the reasons for our trusting the documents for some things, but not for a close reading of
the administration of Theodoric or the functioning of
the offices held by Cassiodorus. O'Donnell notes that
the documents, in sum, thread "through the events of
the preceding decades, glossing over disturbances past
and present, emphasizing only the happy and the successful."5 Thus, compiled as it was at the end of a long
and sometimes tempestuous reign, the work could be
read by contemporaries near and far, as well as by future generations, without "offending any potential audiences,"6 and "with which no one in the
Mediterranean world had reason to take deliberate exception." O'Donnell then takes on the question of determining who might have been the intended audience
for the compilation and discusses the possibility that it
might have been a sort of vanity publication, prepared
by Cassiodorus to show his contributions to the progress and order of government during the first half of
the century.
What I find instructive in the study of the Variae is
not so much the question of who Cassiodorus thought
might be the ultimate reader of the work, but later studies that reveal what the Variae was actually used for by
scholars. If, as a compilation of "selected" documents
it could not be taken as a full and unvarnished account
of the reign of Theodoric or the career of Cassiodorus,
then why would it survive to the point where it is still
being analyzed some fourteen centuries later? Cannot
many of today's editors pose a similar question about
their own works? Indeed, could not Julian Boyd look
down the long tunnel of history and wonder about the
uses of his Jefferson? The answers may lie in the contents of the letters that Cassiodorus chose for inclusion.
In many instances they serve to "put the very best face
on the Ostrogothic kingdom for its sophistication of
culture as well as its benevolence in government'" and
"give an elegant picture of the whole life of the kingdom and its society."8 The implicit thrust of the Variae,
therefore, seems to be "not, in fact, objective truth,
but the counteraction, by a kind of genteel polemic, of
the angry prejudices that were displayed on all sides in
the Gothic war."9 The importance of all of this, of
course, is that after fourteen centuries we have little
more than these letters to give us an intimate impression of the reign of Theodoric, and thus our historical
evaluation of the man and his rule is forever shaped.
Others may write about the life and times of the Ostrogothic king and be judged on their ascribed prejudices,
but Cassiodorus provides the actual words that the king
used in the administration of his affairs-they are, in
truth, documentary evidence, and thus of higher significance than interpretive histories, even with all of

their lacunae and faults.
Further study of the letters provides a glimpse of how
the classes treated each other-how the king or his highly placed officials used different language and style
when addressing different strata of society, all of which
provides some insight into the existence of friends and
those who were not so friendly; or those on whom the
realm must rely for support and those whose support
might not have counted. Tone and word usage, consciously controlled by a politically and socially astute
minister of state, can add significantly to our knowledge
of political and social relationships, especially since private details of such relationships have not survived.
The letters and other documents are also a means
for studying the language of persuasion or dissuasion;
praise or reproach, couched as such things often were
in metaphor or allegory. And what is the nature of the
allegory? Is it religious? Mythical? Scientific? Astronomical? To what source of common knowledge did the
writer have recourse, and does that tell us something
of the society of the day-what they knew, what they
read? Cassiodorus tended to use animal or natural history allegories. He refers to elephants and storms, and
how purple cloth is produced as well as the source of
amber. 1o By analyzing the specific references that he
makes to these objects, one can determine that he most
likely had read the Hexameron of Ambrose, and in other
instances he specifically cites Tacitus as the source of
his analogy on amber,u Did the author have Tacitus at
hand? Had he read it himself, or was he citing it through
a filter-an intermediary? The test might be in how
correct the citation is, or, if skewed, if it is skewed to
match the misquote of an earlier author. And he obviously would not make such a reference if he did not
think that his audience knew of Tacitus. Thus, we have
a glimmer of the level of knowledge of the reader as
well as the writer.
I cite all of these things not so much so that we may
understand Cassiodorus better, but rather so that we
may come to a modestly different appreciation of the
genre of documentary evidence, with which we deal
every day. Although we may be certain that what editors
do is set the record straight, either to present the specific issues, facts, comments, and reactions in a certain
historical situation so that there can be a judgment of
what really (probably) happened, we are confining ourselves too narrowly if we believe that historical events
and creative inspiration are the final product of the
documentary or literary editor's art. What will be left
for scholars to discover when they unearth the remains
of the National Archives in the year 3391, or fourteen
hundred years hence? Will they understand, or even be
concerned with the battle of Bull Run or of Bladensburg? Will they ponder the wisdom of Santayana or
Thoreau? Will they read the Public Papers of the President
or the correspondence of Thomas Jefferson only to find
March 1992 • DOCUMENTARY EDITING
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out what was the subject of speeches to the American
Bar Association or what Americans thought of the
French Revolution? Or will they be looking from so far
a distance at language usage, tone, thrust, emphasis?
Will they study allegory and wonder about references
to sport and television? Can one determine the state
of American culture from the allegories and metaphors
employed by Jefferson or Wilson, Captain Ahab or
Coalhouse Walker?
Those thirty-fourth-century researchers will, of
course, be ever indebted to Julian Boyd for the editorial
philosophy that he professed, even though one lifetime
was not enough to permit him to complete his task on
Jefferson. Those researchers will have more on J efferson than Cassiodorus has left us on Theodoric. Boyd
prescribed a full record, sent and received, and one
that reflected the reality of the moment, including errors, slurs, and false starts-a total effort, no-holdsbarred, full-court press. And, if they uncover the same
treatment for Washington, Franklin, Adams, et aI., will
they not be overjoyed? And then there is Taylor and
Tyler and Harding. And, of course, Carter and Ford.
And how about Cuomo and Dukakis and Soapy
Williams?
This absurdity, of course, brings us back to St. Columba, Cassiodorus, and Julian Boyd, and some lessons
we may learn from them. Perhaps Columba's modest
goal of acquiring the important works of the day in
facilities spread across Italy and holding them for future generations without embellishment is the model
to emulate. One might say that the librarian and archivist do that. And perhaps Cassiodorus was correct
in part, by teaching his monks how to respect the original document from which they were copying, but also
to prepare a positive image of his time through selection of what should be passed on to future generations,
and, conversely, deciding what might best be left behind
in the dustbin of history. In those actions he was both
a teacher and a historian telling his side of the story
through some documents. And perhaps Julian Boyd was
right in stating at Annapolis that a few individuals deserved the honor of a complete record of their actions
because they were pivotal for society in their time, and
they reflect the world around them, but that not all
individuals are of equal historic weight, and judgments
must be made about what to treat as sacred and what
to consider mundane. In that sense he was the editor
personified. Once having selected the object of who
would carry the message of his time to future generations, the editor then holds back little or nothing in
order to make the record clear.
For the purposes of Julian Boyd's Annapolis speech,
however, we must focus on another major work on
which Cassiodorus' reputation is based-the Institutiones divinarum et saecularium, or, just the Institutiones.
The Institutiones comes to us in two books of multiple

4
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chapters each. They contain essays on diverse topics,
and Book I is of an entirely different cast from Book
II. We can thus consider them separate works, thematically, but sharing the same overall series title.
Book I devotes nine chapters to an analysis of books
of the Bible, one to methodology for studying the Bible,
and one to a list of all works to be found in the library
of the Vivarium, which, understandably, is rather important for Medievalists. There are chapters devoted
to the various church synods and concordance tables
of different books of scripture, etc. Chapter fifteen of
Book I of the Institutiones, however, is a manual for the
correct copying of texts to be used by the monks at the
Vivarium when going about the task that Cassiodorus
set for them. 12 As the noted University of Chicago medievalist, James Westfall Thompson, wrote in 1939, "It
is no exaggeration to say that Cassiodorus formulated
the ideals and established the technical practices of the
monastic scriptorium of future centuries in this remarkable treatise. "13 His instructions went to details of
fine binding, rubrication, and the making of illuminated
capitals and other illustrations. In order to provide a
proper basis for the use of abbreviations and other
copying techniques, Cassiodorus went on to write De
Orthographia, used as a model in many scriptoria over
the next millenium.
To what great purpose was such copying directed?
Earlier literature on the subject, written prior to 1939
and therefore available to Boyd, as well as the Thompson book just cited, had Boyd searched out the subject,
indicated that Cassiodorus had turned to the monastery
after a life of government administration, for solace in
his old age (he lived to be almost one hundred!). The
same literature indicated that he put his monks to copying the literary heritage of a declining Western civilization, both sacred and profane, and that he therefore
preserved a segment of Western culture that otherwise
was fated to be lost by the descent into the European
Dark Ages of scholarship and learning. The same
sources indicated that the collection at the Vivarium,
on the death of Cassiodorus, was transported to the
monastery at Bobbio, which, as we have seen, was established by Boyd's St. Columba, or Columbanus, along
with a string of others across Italy. Further common
wisdom had it that these very manuscripts remained
hidden at Bobbio for a thousand years, when they were
"discovered" by the Italian scholars of the sixteenth
century and their very unearthing (or de-monasterying!) was part of the intellectual tender that fueled the
Renaissance.
The chapter of Book I of the Institutiones that dealt
with the proper method for transcribing texts, therefore, assumes considerable significance for scholars
who wish to put trust in the copies that were preserved.
That whole story, accepted and. repeated in the texts
relating to Cassiodorus at the time that Julian Boyd was

preparing his remarks for the archivists at Annapolis
would, I contend, have made a magnificent theme and
an appropriate metaphor for the work of the twentiethcentury microphotographer, Robert Brinkley.
Whether out of ignorance or choice, Boyd did not
go for the Cassiodorian bait, but instead chose Columbanus, whose proprietorship of Bobbio and other
monasteries was sufficient to pass his name down
through the centuries for citation by a modern editor.
Through that self-conscious choice, or perhaps by happenstance, Julian Boyd has preserved his reputation
among those of us privy to his Annapolis speech. The
hypothesis that Cassiodorus was somehow the savior of
Western culture, and that his manuscripts at Bobbio
were a, key in the reawakening of scholarship a thousand
years later was promulgated principally by Rudolf Beer,
publishing in the Bulletin for the Royal Academy of Science
at Vienna in 1911,14 and Beer's theory was picked up and
repeated in numerous other general works on the period, and in some encyclopedia entries on Cassiodorus
through the early part of this century. One could not
have held Boyd at fault if he had cited such sources,
since he made no claims to original work in medieval
history. But it was not long after Boyd wrote his Annapolis speech that the Beer hypothesis was being criticized by other Medievalists. In 1947 Elias Lowe
disputed Beer in volume 4 of the Codices Latini Antiquiores, published by the Clarendon Press at Oxford
University, and Lowe's argument was buttressed by one
H. Bloch, in his review of Lowe's work in 1950 in Speculum. 15 Then, in 1979, James O'Donnell put all of the
pieces together and concluded that the work at the
Vivarium was almost exclusively religious copying; that
many of the copies of religious works were made, not
for posterity, but so that each of the monks could have
a copy to study and learn from; that Cassiodorus did
not set up a school for the training of copyists who
would go out and train others, but rather that he retreated to the Vivarium only to partake of "the selfsufficient Christian life of monasticism," which to him
included scholastic activity.16 And, finally, that few of
the Vivarium manuscripts went to Bobbio for a thousand-year rest.
One wonders, when faced with these speculations on
the part of recent authors, why we know the name
Cassiodorus at all. If modern scholarship is correct,
Cassiodorus turns out to be a rather ordinary sixthcentury figure who left some writings, although none
of a very revolutionary or revealing nature, and who
established one of many, many private monasteries in
which to retreat in his old age as the old world fell
down around him, like a 1990S Communist slinking off
to his remote dacha just to get away from it all. And,
if all that is so, why am I dragging this red herring
across these pages and implying that Julian Boyd would
have done better, in 1939, to pick Cassiodorus as his

object of comparison than Columbanus? Perhaps because, in the recent O'Donnell biography the author
who, in effect, demolishes the reputation of the monk,
cites 338 works on Cassiodorus in the process, indicating that for some fourteen hundred years the monk
was not universally treated as a lightweight.
All of this idealistic speculation, of course, is appropriate for the rarefied atmosphere of a presidential address at an annual banquet of a scholarly society. What
the basic and true meaning of these remarks is, however, relates to the role of metaphor in historical analogy. For over thirteen hundred years the reputation of
Cassiodorus was one of a transmitter of cultural tradition from ancient to modern civilization. The revisionists have now declared that that is not so. In a few
hundred years a counteraction may set in and Cassiodorus may be restored to his traditional pedestal. By
selecting as his metaphor St. Columba instead of Cassiodorus, Julian Boyd's reputation is upheld because
his monk has not (yet) been historically defrocked. Had
he chosen the much more logical candidate in the context of 1939 historical tradition, Boyd's own reputation
would be at least smudged by the revelations of 1979
revisionist scholarship. The lesson is that one must carefully watch one's metaphors. Julian Boyd may have
sensed that, when crossing the historical Rubicon, one
must make sure not to take the road to a reputational
Waterloo.

NOTES

I. Michael Herren, "Columbanus, St." in Dictionary of the
Middle Ages, ed.Joseph R. Strayer, 13 vols. (New York: Charles
Scribner & Sons, 1982-89), 3:486.
2. James J. O'Donnell, Cassiodorus (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1979), Chronology, xv-xvi.
3· Ibid., 64·
4· Ibid., 65·
5. Ibid., 68.
6. Ibid., n.13.
7. Ibid., 80.
8. Ibid.
9· Ibid., 85·
10. Ibid., 88-89.
II. Ibid.
12. Ibid., 210.
13. James Westfall Thompson, The Medieval Library (New
York: Hafner Publishing Co., 1965), 39. Reprinted from the
1939 edition published by the University of Chicago Graduate
Library School.
14. Rudolf Beer, "Bermerkungen tiber die altesten
Handschriftenbestand des Klosters Bobbio," in Anzeiger der
Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Wien, PhilosophischHistorischen Klasse 48 (1911), Heft, II.
15. Elias Avery Lowe, Codices Latini Antiquiores, 12 vols.
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1934-71). Review of vol. 4 by one
H. Bloch appears in Speculum 25 (1950): 277-87. All of this
is outlined by O'Donnell, Cassiodorus, 219, n.53.
16. O'Donnell, Cassiodorus, 220-21.
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A Future for Documentary Editions:
The Historical Documents Study
ANN D. GORDON

N

oone doubted the wisdom of gathering information about current use of historical sources
when the National Historical Publications and
Records Commission and the American Council of
Learned Societies launched the Historical Documents
Study two years ago. The Commission would learn more
about the context for its own decisions to support projects that publish and preserve historical documents.
True to its mission to lead and educate in matters of
the nation's documentary heritage, the Commission
would also inform other agencies and individuals responsible for similar decisions affecting historical
sources and research.
But a counterclaim disturbed the unanimity. Within
and around the Commission an argument about the
relative merits of granting funds to archivists or editors
simmered and occasionally boiled over. Editing was under fire from archivists as an archaic way to preserve
documents. The dispute worked its way into the conduct of the study itself, injecting an ulterior purpose
of casting a definitive vote on the future of documentary editions at the Commission. History's chieflobbyist
in Washington thought it her duty to make a case to
the project director against further Commission support for editions. People routinely posed questions that
staked out their own position in the argument; will the
study succeed in showing that a) no one uses editions,
or b) editorial scholarship is vital for knowledge and
research? The advisory group, composed of representatives of the organizations authorized to appoint Commissioners, contained the same divisions.!
In pursuit of its primary purpose, the study set out
to learn the needs and practices of researchers. Since
the late 1960s, when Walter Rundell conducted an inquiry for the Commission, published as In Pursuit of
American History (Norman: University of Oklahoma
Press, 1970), the demand for historical sources had

ANN D. GORDON, coeditor of The Papers of Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Susan B. Anthony (1991), was the Project Director of the
Historical Documents Study sponsored by the National Historical
Publications and Records Commission and the American Council
of Learned Societies, 1990-91.
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changed significantly. Rundell limited his examination
to uses defined within graduate departments of history,
but current demand arises from legal questions, genealogical pursuits, historical museums and sites, preservation initiatives, environmental research, curiosity
about and instruction in local history, and public and
private sector administration, all in addition to academic scholarship. Quite independent of the feud over editions, this transformation of need for historical
information had raised questions about training, libraries, ways to identify pertinent sources, access to
documents, and coordination among professions serving researchers' needs.
The study conducted a survey about research experience among 2,000 members of historical and genealogical organizations. Data assembled from 1,394
replies form the core of a final report, Using the Nation's
Documentary Heritage, and researchers' experience defines the context for most of the study's recommendations. The finding, for instance, that only a minority
of people responding to the survey begin their inquiries
at major research libraries suggests review of standards
for distributing editions and guides to archival collections and for linking libraries through computerized
information networks and interlibrary loan agreements.
The finding that researchers of every stripe regard their
inability to travel to sources as the major obstacle to
their research suggests new perspectives on a host of
issues, including the importance of microfilm and of
published documents which the researcher can bring
close to home.
The study also took up the challenge to look closely
at documentary editing and the Commission's role in
that work. Use of editions was examined through the
survey, where respondents reported high use, and
through questions asked of specific users who described
why they turned to edited sources. The field of documentary editing was examined through research on recent publication, including an additional survey of sixty
historical institutions. The Historical Documents Study
recommends to the Commission that it regain its position of leadership in the field of documentary editing.
At a time when editing flourishes as a significant sector
of historical publishing and scholarship and researchers
rely heavily on edited documents, the federal agency

credited with sponsoring the modern age of historical
editing risks losing sight of its mission. A decade ago,
Henry F. Graff and A. Simone Reagor warned the Commission that its increasing work load as a funding agency was eroding its earlier work as "a leader in
developing the field" of documentary editing and "a
public voice of the people working in it." Since that
time, the sense that the Commission functions as an
ally of editorial work has eroded further. Chronically
funded at levels below what it needs to carry out either
one of its charges, to publish or preserve documents,
the Commission has suffered from competition between two professional groups over a single, slim pot
of federal money.2
The construction of competition in the Commission
is unique. Editors define their work within a community
of scholars and evaluate themselves by its terms for
relevance, excellence, and usefulness. They aim not primarily to preserve documents but to enhance their evidentiary value by work that no individual researcher
can match. Rather than acknowledging editing as research and scholarship of a particular order, critics
within the Commission and their allies outside have
tried to redefine editing as an extension of archival
management and practice. In its most extreme form
this line of argument postulates a spectrum of ways to
preserve manuscripts, with editing for publication as a
last and costly choice, when more urgent preservation
work is done.
These terms of attack on editing do not dominate at
other institutions sponsoring editions and they are not
prominent at the National Endowment for the Humanities, the other federal agency that has committed
itself to documentary publication. There, editions fall
within a division for research programs, distinct from
programs concerned with preservation.
In order to help the Commission understand its constituency in the field, the study looked at editing in one
of its original homes, in the m~or historical societies
and agencies based in the states. Only half of the sixty
institutions polled had ever received funds for publication from the Commission. Thirty-six of them currently publish documentary volumes and others only
await more resources in order to do so. Indeed most
of the directors of publications not only affirmed their
current editorial work but hope to expand it.
Quite uniformly the societies recognize that publication of sources translates into access to those sources.
Their documents "provide scholars and readers with
information not otherwise available" and "make information available to citizens in professional and accessible forms." A small group of the public agencies must
meet statutory requirements to document state history,
as in mandates to publish governors' papers. But by
and large the volumes represent decisions about the

value and significance of a body of documents and the
history they tell.
The Commission can begin to regain leadership by
heeding the experiences and needs of these institutions.
First, the directors speak loudly in favor of continuing
the tradition of publishing books of edited documents.
If they had the opportunity to expand their programs,
the majority of directors would allocate new resources
to books.
Second, they are now individually and in apparent
isolation ready to experiment about the kinds of
sources suitable for treatment by modern standards of
documentary editing, experiments for which national
leadership and example would be useful. They are
thinking about new projects that break with their own
customary definitions of what to edit and, in some cases,
bring editorial discipline to new kinds of sources. Wishlists contain editions based on extensive photographic
and map collections, literary anthologies, collections
that document social history and artistic activity,
sources valuable primarily because of the uniqueness
of their record about women or African Americans,
and a series of documentary histories prepared to scholarly standards.
Third, like everyone involved in documentary editing, they are asking, what will be the impact of new
technologies on the field? Editors face decisions about
transcribing sources in machine-readable form, before
they, researchers, and sponsors have debated how to
balance the medium's obvious appeal against its uncertain future. People who misunderstand the editorial
role talk about the new technologies rendering editors
obsolete, without considering who will make what information available, if not the editor. Information and
discussion are needed.
Finally, they have needs for support beyond what
their individual institutions can supply. Some of the
most innovative directors face backlogs of unfinished
work, left on the shelf for lack of funding. The most
common need is additional support for the cost of publication itself. As a group, they produce editions at the
rate of one volume a year, and about half of them now
must raise funds from outside the institution, more
commonly at private institutions where extra staff is
required for a major project.
For the Commission to lead among sponsors and editors preparing historical documents for publication is
also to serve the needs of researchers. Demonstration
that editions meet needs requires only a look at current
scholarship, at the bibliographies of dozens of recent
major books or the footnotes in any number of journals
where new directions in research are evident. If an
edition exists in a particular field of American history,
the best workers in that field know of and use that
edition. Equally vital but more difficult to retrieve are
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lists of uses in legal briefs, film scripts, syllabi of history
courses, presentations at National Parks, and the unpublished notes of people satisfying their curiosity.
From the survey of researchers, the study found use
of editions at rates comparable to the use of other
sources and exceeding the use of some archives. When
asked outright, "have you used edited collections of historical sources in books or microforms?" more than
half of the respondents answered yes.
The survey also asked respondents to list examples
of published historical sources they had used. About
two-thirds of them took the time to write down titles
and types of publications which were then categorized,
in order that the frequency with which different types
of published sources appeared on the lists could be
calculated. 3 In the accompanying table, editions sponsored by the Commission are tabulated separately from
other documentary editions. The first calculation indicates percentages based on the number of respondents to the question while the second one bases the
percentages on the number of all respondents in the
survey sample.
The question arises, against what standard should
these measures of use be set, and there is no obvious
answer. That the percentages exceed those for use of
all the presidential libraries by this same group of researchers may be a comparison of some merit. Documentary editions receive significantly more use by these
researchers than do moving pictures, videotapes, or

music; for all but legal historians, use of editions exceeds use of published court cases: among teachers,
editions are used on a par with the archives of schools,
museums, or religious institutions. These comparisons
are not intended to rank sources but to suggest contexts
for reading the numbers. The editions are vital tools
to which researchers turn in considerable numbers.
What is it that researchers gain from edited documents? Two dozen prominent users of documentary
editions spoke eloquently about the value of editorial
scholarship and expertise to the conduct of their own
research. Many of them gained the most from the compilation of documents from numerous sources. Scholars cannot match editors in their ability to travel in
pursuit of sources on a topic. The thorough collection
is then made easily usable by transcriptions and indexes.
"[H]istorians before me had not only culled the archives for significant documents," wrote the author of
a textbook, "but transcribed them, translated them,
indexed them, and brought their special expertise to
explaining them. Those documentary volumes, then,
gave me quick access to individual voices from the era
that I studied." Researchers rely, too, on the annotation that editors provide to clarify allusions and identify
people, often very obscure people who loom large in
the work of the researcher. "Superb" was the adjective
chosen by a well-known biographer to describe the
notes he consulted; their ability to identify people, he
regarded as "the most valuable assets of the well-edited

Use of Documentary Editions
By Association Membership
AASLH

ASLH

NCPH

Respondents
N
NHPRC-funded editions
Documentary editions
Totals

210
13%
31%
44%

105
20%
35%
55%

Survey Sample
N
NHPRC-funded editions
Documentary editions
Totals

37 0
8%
19%
27%

157
13%
23%
36%

NGS

OAH

ALL

107
21%
45%
66%

295
4%
19%
23%

341
29%
56%
85%

879
14%
33%
47%

188
12%
25%
37%

43 8
3%
13%
16%

537
19%
36%
55%

1394
9%
21%
30%

Notes: The category "documentary edition" in this table compiles the original category of that name with
the tabulations for Foreign Relations of the United States, Official Records of the War of the Rebellion, and
edited collections of colonial and state records. For more detail see note 3.
The associations are: the American Association for State and Local History (AASLH), the American Society
for Legal History (ASLH), the National Council on Public History (NCPH), the National Genealogical
Society (NGS), and the Organization of American Historians (OAH). "All" is equal to returned questionnaires, while group totals take into account respondents' multiple memberships.
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material" concerning associates of his subject. 4
People rely on the scholarship of editors to augment
their own work. An edition may be the deciding factor
in taking on related research. This would seem to be
the case for a number of documentary filmmakers
whose own backgrounds and schedules make it virtually
impossible to launch research from scratch in the primary sources but who benefit immensely from the assistance of editors and editions. 5 An edition may simply
transform the dimensions of what is possible for one
scholar to consider. Biographers were particularly articulate on this point, but it also was mentioned by
people at work on topics that intersected with an edition and who gained greater depth in some aspect of
their topic because the editors had plowed the field.
Editors are themselves regarded as scholars in their
field, and editions are valued for their impact on knowledge. In the phrase of one prominent historian, editors
"become remarkably well-informed experts"; another
described them as "scholars in their own right [who]
add much to a researcher's understanding." One
scholar regarded the principal edition in his field as the
standard against which he tested all he wrote to make
sure that he remains up-to-date. Editions were credited
with "rais[ing] the level of scholarship" in their field
and "obliging historians elsewhere to take [the topic]
more seriously." More than one edition has earned
commendation as a landmark in its field of study.6
This is not to say that users have no questions about
editions. Their questions raise more issues in the general national discussion of editing that is needed to
continue developing the field. They have long asked,
for instance, should the primary model from which
most editors work continue to be the biographical edition documenting a lifetime? The question has lingered
for years without adequate discussion or resolution. At
issue are questions about the role of individuals in making history and the impact on historical interpretation
of documenting one life. In a particularly hostile review, one critic called this the problem of expecting
one life to "carry the burden for an entire discipline."7
Researchers also consider what purposes should be
met by editions that are perforce highly selective because the available documentation is massive. Selectivity
often results from a project's economic predicament,
without there being a clear vision of what selection will
offer. The strongest reservations about reliance on editions from the users contacted in this study all came
from users of the same edition. Their cautions spoke
not to the quality of the editorial work but to this relationship between the edition and a massive, modern
political archives from which it derived. "The disadvantages," wrote one scholar, "are that one tends to
rely so heavily on excellent collections such as this as
a substitute for research in the archives that excluded

material that may prove important is missed." Or, in
the words of another scholar, because "it remains unclear in what context certain documents appear" in the
original records, "it is often very difficult to reconstruct
administrative processes" on the basis of the edition
alone. 8
There are, however, researchers with diametrically
opposed reactions. An historian of foreign relations,
working in the same period but from different editions,
spoke enthusiastically about good selections that defined which issues, which topics, which files would have
the most valuable material when he went to the archives. From people using volumes of Documentary Relations of the Southwest and Freedom, this view of the
edition as organizing an otherwise unmanageable mass
of source material is even stronger. In other words, it
is a question without a simple answer.
A commitment to editing does not preclude discussion of outstanding questions about what directions
editions should take. The questions are numerous and
range from matters of editorial style to intellectual debates about the meaning of the individual in history.
They consider the impact of new technologies on a field
traditionally defined by books and the appropriate response of an editing profession to the changing definitions of historical evidence. They concern the ideal
relationship between producers of editions and the
community of scholars and researchers served by that
work and between continuity for long-range projects
and shifting interests among researchers.
.
None of these questions exists in isolation. They inform basic decisions about what to edit, who will do it,
how to get it done, and why the task is worth the cost,
no matter where those decisions are made. Their discussion, however, may require that all parties take on
what may be the most sensitive question: how are decisions to be made about balancing the needs for preservation and the support for editorial scholarship when
those needs, no matter how different, ultimately vie for
the same resources?

NOTES
I. Members of the advisory group, and the associations
represented, were: Jeffrey J. Crow, for American Association
for State and Local History; F. Gerald Ham, for National
Association of Government Archives and Records
Administrators; Lawrence S. Kaplan, for Organization of
American Historians; David E. Kyvig, for American Historical
Association; Philip P. Mason, for Society of American
Archivists; and Barbara B. Oberg, for Association for
Documentary Editing.
2. Henry F. Graff and A. Simone Reagor, Documentary
Editing in Crisis: Some Reflections and Recommendations, A Report
Prepared for the National Historical Publications and Records

March 1992 • DOCUMENTARY EDITING

9

Commission (Washington, D.C.: National Historical
Publications and Records Commission, 1981).
3. From transcriptions of the replies, titles were categorized
under exclusive headings for coding and statistical analysis.
Multiple titles of a particular type received only one entry.
There were numerous categories other than documentary
editions, including local and county histories; documents
(edited or not) in historical and genealogical journals;
transcriptions of primary sources like marriage registers or
gravestones; printed primary sources, including government
documents and legal decisions; family histories and
genealogies, unedited memoirs and autobiographies, and
documentary histories. Documentary editions were coded
separately into categories of edited colonial and state records,
editions specifically sponsored by the NHPRC, the Official
Records of the War of the Rebellion, and Foreign Relations, in
addition to a generic category of the type.
4. Quotations from communications with David J. Weber,
Southern Methodist University, and William S. McFeely,
University of Georgia.
5. Someone might look with profit specifically at the use

of editions for documentary films. This study identified films
on the Civil War, Margaret Sanger, Susan B. Anthony, john
Marshall, and Henry Laurens, all written or under way in
consultation with editors and editions.
6 . Quotations from communications with William S.
McFeely, University of Georgia; E. Wayne Carp, Pacific
Lutheran University; Peter Wood, Duke University; Elizabeth
A. H. john, independent historian. See also Elizabeth A. H.
john, "Crusading in the Hispanic Borderlands: An Essay
Review," journal of the Southwest 30 (Summer 1988): 190-99.
7. Clark A. Elliott, review of The Papers ofjoseph Henry, vol.
5, Technology and Culture 28 (January 1987): 162-63.
Skepticism about the value of biographical editions figures
among the complaints in Leonard W. Levy, review of The
Papers ofjames Madison, vols. 4, 5,6, and 7,journal of American
History 59 (June 1972): u6-17; and james H. Hutson,
"Franklin at Twenty-Five: A Review of Volumes 1-25 of The
Papers of Benjamin Franklin," Pennsylvania Magazine of History
and Biography III (October 1987): 555-60.
8. Quotations from Richard H. Immerman, University of
Hawaii, and Michael E. Geyer, University of Chicago.

1991 Awards Presented
At the recent annual meeting of the Association for
Documentary Editing in Chicago, the Lyman H. Butterfield Award was presented to Yale University Press.
The Butterfield Award, established in 1985, is given annually to an institution, project, or person in recognition of contributions in the areas of documentary
publication, teaching, and service in the tradition of
the late Mr. Butterfield. On behalf of the ADE Council
and the membership of the association, President Frank
G. Burke presented the award to Judith Calvert, the
editor in charge of editions and series at Yale University
Press. Burke noted that the award was given in recognition of the press's long and distinguished record
of publishing editions such as the Papers of Benjamin
Franklin, the Papers of Benjamin Henry Latrobe, the
Papers of Charles Willson Peale, and the Frederick
Douglass Papers.

The ADE Council from time to time may recognize
an ADE member's outstanding contributions to the association and to the field of documentary editing by
conferring the Distinguished Seroice Award. President
Frank G. Burke presented this award to Mary A. Giunta, the director and editor of the Foreign Relations of
the United States, 1781-1790 (FRUS), a documentary
editing project administered by the National Historical
Publications and Records Commission (NHPRC). Dr.
Giunta was previously supervisory historian, assistant
director, and acting director of the NHPRC's Publications Program. The FRUS is a project to edit and
publish papers documenting the beginnings of American foreign relations under the Articles of Confederation. The Distinguished Service Award was
conferred on Dr. Giunta "in recognition of nearly two
decades of dedicated service to the profession of documentary editing in American history."

judith Calvert, representing Yale University Press, receives the Lyman P. Butterfield Award from Frank G. Burke.

Mary A. Giunta receives the ADE Distinguished Service Award
from Frank G. Burke.
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Frank Norris, Decadent Humorist:
The

1897

Version of "The Joyous Miracle"

JOSEPH R. McELRATH, JR., and
GWENDOLYN JONES

T

he once-popular "Joyous Miracle" is now a distinctly minor short story in the canon of Frank
Norris. First given separate publication in England and the United States as a Christmas giftbook in
1906, it was then being recycled for its earning potential
as a seasonal offering; for it had already appeared as
an 1898 Christmas piece in McClure's Magazine under
the title "Miracle Joyeux."l Norris's contemporaries
held it in high regard: for example, the New Orleans
Times-Democrat found the McClure's version a "charming sketch" and praised its author for succeeding with
a difficult-to-handle theme-difficult because its featured character was the son of God, and therefore a
risky venture in fiction. Later, in 1909 when the California journalist Will Irwin wrote his introduction to a
collection of Norris's short stories entitled The Third
Circle, he ranked it with the title story and "The House
with the Blinds" as among Norris's most impressive
early efforts.2 Since 1909, however, no one has characterized it thus; nonspecialists who teach McTeague
and "A Deal in Wheat" are most likely not even aware
of its existence.
A main problem is the overt sentimentality of the
story. It proves cloying for those who prefer to see
Norris as a progressive writer anticipating the modern
sensibility in the manner of Stephen Crane or Ambrose
Bierce. When Norris goes for the heartstrings by doting
upon the endearing Jesus who told his disciples to let
the little children come unto him, and when he has
Jesus miraculously effect a consolation for a heartbroken little tyke, the story disqualifies itself for approval
in many late twentieth-century circles. The post-Victorian author of McTeague appears a brother-in-arms
to the author of A Christmas Carol.

JOSEPH R. McELRATH, JR., is Professor of English at Florida
State University. He is Frank Norris's bibliographer and is presently working on an edition of Norris's early writings.
GWENDOLYN JONES is a Ph.D. candidate in English at Florida
State University.

Those envisioning the essential Frank Norris as the
Zolaesque author of Vandover and the Brute and The
Octopus will be happy to learn, then, that his pragmatic
concession to the commercial realities of publishing in
1898 was preceded by a show of the less politely restrained side of his personality seen in the shudderinducing pages of McTeague and many of his early short
fictions and essays. One does not find Norris's iconoclasm or decadent delight in defying taboos in the rewritten 1898 McClure's text, the further bowdlerized
190I English reprinting in Windsor Magazine, or the
1906 book; but the first magazine appearance of "Miracle Joyeux" in 1897 is a different matter. In it one
finds Norris playing the part of a cultural vandal who
replaces the popular Jesus-meek, compassionate, and
ever-forgiving-with an arguably more credible figure
whose "human" qualities decidedly override the
"Christian" virtues normally emphasized by interpreters of the New Testament.
In both versions of the story, a character named Mervius has begun a tale of his boyhood by explaining that
he once saw Jesus do something never recorded in manuscript versions of the Gospels then in circulation in
the Holy Lands: he saw Jesus smile. In the version revised in late 1898 for McClure's, Mervius tells Jerome
how this event transpired, as follows. A little girl named
Joanna is playing with older boys in her village. They
are making figures out of clay. Less capable, she creates
birds that look like frogs. The boys taunt her, as Jesus
is coming toward them. He stops for water and, within
a short time, the children have become his intimate
friends. Joanna explains her predicament. Jesus then
judges her birds the prettiest, touching one which suddenly comes to life and rises toward the heavens with
a song. Jesus smiles. Joanna smiles. Jesus then goes up
to the city, promising to see them again some day.
This episode replaced a very different one in the original version which was published over a year earlier in
The Wave, the San Francisco weekly magazine by which
Norris was employed as a staff writer and editorial assistant in 1896-98. Appearing in October 1897, it was
not a heartwarming Christmas tale but, rather, a chilling descent toward blasphemy crafted for a sophisti-
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cated upper-middle-class readership, a beau monde San
Francisco willing not only to tolerate but also to enjoy
a sardonic revisionism. The gospel according to Frank
Norris introduces a Jesus with a.fin de siecle sense of
irony and an impatience with human nature like fellow
San Franciscan Ambrose Bierce's. When Jesus smiles
in the original version, one hesitates to join him and
may grimace instead. The canceled episode in The Wave
reads thus, with obvious typographical errors silently
corrected:
"There were in our village two men particularly
detestable, one was the village miser, Simon was
his name, and so grasping was he, so covetous of
gain that he used to cut the copper coins in two
and deal in the smallest fractions of money. He
lived in a wretched hovel on the outskirts of the
town, and starved himself, and denied himself till
he was but the shadow of a man; he was a moneylender, a usurer, with only one desire, that of
accumulating wealth, the wealth of others. To
know that any man possessed more than he, was
a veritable anguish for him. He was a bad man,
a man without soul or heart, whom everybody
hated and who hated everybody.
"The other man was the fuller of the village,
who had a bleach-green in the meadow back of
my father's sheep folds. After weaving, the women
used to take their webs of cloth to him to be whitened. Many a time I have seen the great squares
of cloth covering the meadow there, till you would
have said the snow had fallen. Septimus was the
fuller's name. He was a man as unlovable as was
Simon, not that he hoarded wealth, but that he
envied others the possession of anything good.
He envied my father for his flocks of sheep. He
envied my uncle for his vineyards. He envied the
miller's daughter when her uncle, at his death,
left her a little money. He would envy a man for
a pair of new shoes, for a profitable sale, for a
good harvest. From year to year this despicable
man, this Septimus, went about our village, carping at the good fortunes of his neighbors or his
friends, belittling and ridiculing their good luck,
secretly chafing and raging the whiles at their
greater benefits, and at best he hated and envied
Simon the miser.
"Curiously enough these two men were seldom
seen apart, though they hated one another. They
sought each other's company. Septimus hated and
envied Simon for his hoarded wealth, Simon coveted the lands of Septimus' bleach-green, and hated him because he held them in his possession.
Both men were greedy according to their natures,
and may be a common passion drew them together. At any rate, they boasted and pretended
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a great friendship. Well, both of these men had
heard of the wonders that the carpenter's son had
worked and the benefits and good fortune he
could bestow on the deserving, and both, unknown to each other, had secretly determined that
if ever the fellow should come into our country
they would see what they could get from him.
"And at last one day he came. Usually a great
crowd was at his heels, but this time he was alone.
I was out in the fields beyond the village, pruning
the vines in my father's vineyard. My brother was
with me; we were at work on a bit of higher
ground overlooking the road that runs from our
village over toward the lake. The same where you
say this Peter used to fish. Suddenly my brother
touched my arm.
" 'Look quick, Mervius,' he said, 'there comes
the man that father spoke about. That carpenter's
son, who has made such a stir.'
"I looked and knew at once that it was he."
Old Jerome interrupted: "You had never seen
him before, how did you know it was he?"
Mervius shook his head. "It was he. How could
I tell? I don't know. I knew it was he."
"What did he look like?" asked Jerome,
interested.
Mervius paused. There was a silence. Jerome's
crow looked at the bright coals of the fire, his
head on one side.
"Not at all extraordinary," said Mervius at
length, "his face was that of a peasant, sunbrowned, touched perhaps with a certain calmness, that was all, a face that was neither sad nor
glad, calm merely, and not unusually or especially
pleasing. He was dressed as you and I are now,
as a peasant, and his hands were those of a worker.
Only his head was bare. He had a fine brown
beard, I remember. There was nothing extraordinary about the man."
"Yet you knew it was he."
"Yes;" admitted Mervius, nodding his head,
"yes I knew it was he. He came up slowly along
the road near where we boys were sitting. He
walked as any traveler along those roads might,
not thoughtful, nor abstracted, but minding his
steps, or looking here and there about the country. The prettier things, I noted, seemed to attract
him, and I particularly remember his stopping to
look at a cherry tree in full bloom and smelling
at the blossoms. Once, too, he stopped and thrust
out of the way a twig that had fallen across a little
ant heap.
"When he had come nearly opposite to us I
said to my brother, 'Here comes old Simon and
Septimus.'
.

"Sure enough the miser Simon and his inseparable Septimus the fuller had just come around
the corner of the road some little distance away.
They caught sight of the carpenter's son and-as
every one did-recognized him at once. Simon
hastened forward to meet him. Septimus did the
same. Simon moved even quicker; Septimus broke
into a run. Then the two wretched old men, decrepit and feeble as they were, raced one another
like school boys, each trying to outstep his companion so as to be the first to ask the favor of the
carpenter's son.
"Simon arrived a little in advance, and threw
himself down on his knees in the road before the
man, gasping for breath, and kissing his wooden
shoes.
" 'Master, master,' was all he could cry at first.
Then gasping and whining and coughing for
breath he cried:
" 'You, who can do everything, do something
for me, give me something, look at me, a miserable
destitute old man, pinched with poverty in myoId
age.' Thus Simon, the richest man in all that part
of the country. Then Septimus arrived, and pushing Simon to one side, grovelled almost on his
belly, pouring out a torrent of supplication, actually weeping with the anguish of his desire. It
was a sickening sight, those two horrible old men,
wallowing in the dust of the road, clasping the
man's feet, laying their lean cheeks against his
wooden shoes.
" 'Listen to me, listen to me,' cried Septimus.
'Simon is a dotard and has money hoarded away
in sacks, but I, I-just one little boon, sir, give me
something, give me something! You have said that
faith could remove mountains, look at me, have
I not faith, reward me now, give me a blessing,
bring me good fortune, bring me fortune!'
" 'No, no, listen to me,' shrieked Simon, clawing at his knees. 'A miracle, a miracle! do a miracle
on me, look at my grey beard, help my necessity,
me an old man, and poor, poor, poor!'
" 'He lies. You know everything, master; he lies,
and you know it; he's rich, a thousand times richer
than I.'
"So they howled and struggled before the carpenter's son who looked on silent and very calm.
I wondered if they would in the end deceive him
with their hideous protestations. For a long time
he was silent, then:
" 'Yes,' said he, 'I will reward you both.'
"I was disappointed and disheartened. They
had deceived him after all. They grovelled again
before him, vying with one another in the excess
of their humility. Then the carpenter's son spoke

again:
" 'Each one of you may ask in turn for whatever
he chooses, and it will be given him upon the
instant, I promise.'
"The two old miserables whined and fawned afresh. The man continued:
" 'Only upon the condition that he who asks
last shall receive twice the amount of him who
asks first.'
"Simon and Septimus sat back upon their heels
and looked first at the man and then suspiciously
at each other. It was easy to see what was passing
in their greedy minds.
"The miser Simon, though quivering with eagerness to take advantage of the man's goodness,
would not for the mean life of him make the first
request, lest Septimus should gain twice the
amount. Was it for him, the miser, the hoarder
of gold to enrich his companion by just twice the
amount of his own possessions? Never, never; he
would bite out his own tongue first.
"And Septimus, Septimus the Envious, Septimus who was fairly sick each time his neighbor
prospered, would he be the first to ask, only that
Simon would have twice as much as he, no a
hundred times, rather would he be dumb the rest
of his life."
" 'Well,' said the carpenter's son, 'I am waiting.'
" 'Ask, then,' cried Simon fiercely to his companion, 'you've only to ask.'
" 'I will not,' shouted Septimus, 'ask yourself,
miser that you are. You who are so greedy of
wealth, here now is your chance.'
" 'Am I to enrich you, beggar, by double my
own fortune? You who have coveted and envied
your friends' and neighbors' gains, gain now for
yourself, you have only to open your mouth.'
"For a long while they quarreled and raged.
Screaming abuse into each other's faces. Their
eyes flamed, their cheeks grew crimson, their lean
and knotted fingers twitched and twisted together. The carpenter's son waited, watching them
without a sign or word. Then at last in a fury
Simon caught Septimus by the throat.
" 'Ask him then, swine that you are, ask or I
will strangle you,' and with his free hand he struck
the old fuller in the face.
"Septimus tore himself away shaking with rage.
" 'Ah,' he screamed, 'it has come to that, has
it? Very well then, I will ask. I will ask the first of
this good man, and instead of gaining you will be
the loser. Sir,' he cried, turning to the carpenter's
son, 'Sir, cause it to happen that I lose an eye.'
'So be it,' was the answer, 'as you have asked, so
be it to you.'
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"And we looking on, saw upon the instant, as
it were, a film draw over one of Septimus' eyes.
But on the same instant our ears were thrilled
with a lamentable wail from Simon.
" 'Blind, blind, blind,' he yelled, tearing at his
sightless eyes. 'Blind, blind, blind.' He rose from
the ground and ran back along the road toward
the town, stumbling and falling and colliding with
tree trunks and the angles of the fences. And after
him ran Septimus, jeering and hooting.
" 'Oh miser, oh swine, yes blind you are and
blind you shall remain.' But Simon himself fell
more than once, for upon one side of him all the
world was dark.
"They turned the corner of the road and disappeared, but long after they were lost to view
we could hear their wretched outcries.
" 'Blind, blind, blind.'
" 'Blind you are and blind you shall remain, and
I, too, am but half as blind as you.'
"For a few moments the carpenter's son remained looking after them. Then, as they vanished
around the bend of the road, I saw him smile. It
was a smile partly of pity, partly of contempt and
partly of amusement. Then he continued his road.
And all that Simon the covetous, and Septimus
the envious gained from the bounty of the carpenter's son was, the one to lose an eye and the
other to become totally blind."
One might assume that biographers had long since
turned to such textual evidence as a means of measuring their man. Norris died early-at thirty-two-and
remarkably little biographical data survived the destruction of his effects during the 1906 San Francisco earthquake. But, in fact, scholars have rarely examined
different versions of his texts as sources of hard information on developments in his psychology and professional behavior. The 1898 McClure's version of this
story-and its republications in 1901, 1906, 1928, 1929,
and 1941-has long concealed the more volatile and selfconsciously perverse personality that revealed itself in
this and several other late 1890S writings for The Wave.
Generally speaking, Norris's move to the publishing
Mecca of New York City in early 1898 effected a "taming" of the Schopenhauerian pessimist observable in
"The Puppets and the Puppy"; bridled too was the
practitioner of "dark humor" seen in "The Associated
Un-Charities," which focuses upon the duping of three
blind men; and the comic treatment of wife-beating
featured in "Fantaisie Printanniere" is considerably
more bold than its analogue in McTeague. All three were
written for The Wave in 1897 at roughly the same time
as "Miracle Joyeux." As has been seen, the Norris of
the West Coast was playing the enfant terrible in earnest;
once on his own in New York, no longer living with his
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mother, and needing to make his way as a wholly selfsupporting professional, he apparently discovered that
behavior of that kind was a luxury he could no longer
afford. And thus his turn to the very different kind of
fiction that followed McTeague in 1899, the sunshiny
love idyll Blix.
What the sophisticated editor of The Wave, John
O'Hara Cosgrave, found droll was not what Norris's
new readership-a national one-preferred, or tolerated. Norris would continue to induce the effects for
which Literary Naturalists were famous, but the day for
larking in the decadent manner had come to an end.
Viewed positively, a leveling out and psychological maturation occurred as Norris modified his stride as a
professional. Less positively viewed, the change resulted in the loss of an imaginative artist almost as outrageous as Bierce and who anticipated the dark comedic
sensibility which came to full flower in the work of
Nathanael West.

Notes

I. The publishing history is as follows: "Miracle Joyeux,"
The Wave 16 (g October 18g7): 4; "Miracle Joyeux," McClure's
Magazine 12 (December 18g8): 154-60; "Miracle Joyeux,"
Windsor Magazine 13 (May IgOl): 665-71; and The Joyous
Miracle (New York: Doubleday, Page & Co., Ig06). "The
Joyous Miracle" was collected by Doubleday, Doran in The
Argonaut Manuscript Limited Edition and Complete Works, Ig28
and Ig2g, respectively; it was again given publication by
Doubleday as a Christmas giftbook in Ig41.
2. J. K. W., "Along Literary Pathways," New Orleans TimesDemocrat, 18 December 18g8, 26; Will Irwin, "Introduction,"
The Third Circle (New York: John Lane, IgOg), 7-11.

Syllabus Exchange Service
The Education and Information Committee maintains
a file of syllabi for courses devoted to or focused upon
documentary editing. A complete file may be obtained at
cost of copying and mailing, $12.
Those whose syllabi have been submitted are requested
to provide updatings. Anyone who has recently begun such
a course is encouraged to send in a syllabus to be added
to the packet.
Please send requests and new or updated materials to
FredrikaJ. Teute, Institute of Early American History and
Culture, P. O. Box 220, Williamsburg, VA 23187.

A Review

In Search of the Private George Washington
PHILANDER D. CHASE

id anybody ever see Washington naked?" Nathaniel Hawthorne wrote in 1858. "It is inconceivable. He had no nakedness, but, I imagine,
was born with his clothes on and his hair powdered,
and made a stately bow on his first appearance in the
world."1 Generations of Americans have viewed "the
father of their country" in much the same light. So
monumental is the figure of George Washington on the
stage of American history, so stoic are the virtues commonly attributed to him, and so stiff and dignified is
his persona in death as in life that one can scarcely
conceive of him as human. Yet, knowing that flesh and
blood must lie beneath the facade of the public Washington, his fellow citizens from the Revolution to date
have longed for a glimpse of the private man, Washington in dishabille emotionally and mentally if not
physically. In the early nineteenth century Parson
Weems sought to satisfy that desire for a pious and
patriotic public with fictional stories about Washington's youth. In the early twentieth century debunkers,
addressing a more cynical and critical audience, tried
to undermine the monumental Washington or at least
to knock off enough chips to get at the "real" man
inside. More recently a number of scholars have simply
focused on Washington's image, producing works filled
with valuable insights about the American character
and Washington's public functions but shedding relatively little light on the inner life and thoughts of the
"great man."
Now Rosemarie Zagarri has taken us back to square
one by rescuing from the trash heap of history the
earliest and only authorized biography of Washington,
a work that previously was thought to be lost. Written
by David Humphreys, a much trusted aide-de-camp

who remained one of the general's confidants after the
Revolutionary War, this unfinished biography is not definitive or exhaustive in any sense, but it does contain
remarkably intimate vignettes of Washington the young
soldier in the French and Indian War, Washington the
middle-aged planter at home at Mount Vernon in the
1780s, and Washington the anguished and reluctant
president-to-be of 1788. It humanizes the man more
accurately and concisely than any biographical work has
ever done simply because of the unique direct personal
access that Humphreys had to Washington and his
memories. It is history written from the inside by a
biographer in residence.
Zagarri's achievement in recovering this important
biographical sketch involved some good old-fashioned
historical detective work, but more to the point, it is
the sort of task that only could be accomplished by a
competent documentary editor making full use of modern editing techniques and insights. The jumble of documents that have survived David Humphreys' failed
endeavor to be Washington's Boswell are scattered
among three repositories, and some of the biographical
material is interspersed among Humphreys' other writings including speeches, letters, essays, and book summaries. Although Humphreys' outlines indicate that he
intended the finished biography to be arranged in
chronological order, he did not work chronologically
on it, and he often rewrote portions of the text several
times without indicating which .version he preferred.
No single existing manuscript is complete by itself. Each
one overlaps the others in some respects, and each one
contains numerous deletions, insertions, and interlineations. Constructing "a coherent and readable" edition of Humphreys' biography from such a complex
body of documents while "remaining true to what
Humphreys actually wrote" (liii) is obviously no simple
matter, but Zagarri has succeeded in her purpose by
exercising great care in transcribing and collating all
of the relevant manuscript material and by making well-

1. Nathaniel Hawthorne, The French and Italian Notebooks,
ed. Thomas Woodson (Columbus: Ohio State University
Press, 1980), 281.
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considered choices among the variant readings of the
text based on a close examination of Humphreys' surviving outlines and an acute understanding of his evolving intentions regarding the work.
When Washington in July 1785 gave Humphreys permission to write a biography of him, Humphreys envisaged producing an exhaustive account of the
general's life incorporating many of the documents at
Mount Vernon, which Washington offered to make
available to him. Upon arriving at Mount Vernon a year
later to begin work on the biography, however, Humphreys found himself "deterred by the magnitude of
the enterprise" (xix), and he made little progress during
the few weeks that he was there. The drudgery of doing
documentary research among Washington's voluminous and only partly organized papers apparently
prompted the would-be biographer to rethink the
whole project. After Humphreys returned to Mount
Vernon as "a permanent member of Washington's domestic circle" in November 1787, he scaled down his
proposed biography from a definitive study to a thumbnail sketch written as much "for his own amusement"
as for "the information of posterity" (xx, xxx, 59).
Omitting any detailed treatment of Washington's military role in the Revolutionary War because "the
impression which he made is yet fresh in every mind,"
Humphreys concentrated on the less known aspects of
the general's youth and private life (xlv, 30). To supplement his limited documentary research, Humphreys
elicited written remarks from Washington particularly
about his activities in the French and Indian War, and
of course, he made use of his own observations and
conversations as a member of the Mount Vernon
household.
Humphreys' failure to finish even his scaled-down
biography can be attributed to the advent of Washington's presidency which not only distracted both men
from more mundane tasks but also rendered Humphreys' biographical efforts incomplete and somewhat
premature because, contrary to what both he and Washington had thought previously, it became increasingly
evident during 1787 that the general's public life would
not end with his retirement to Mount Vernon after the
war. In addition, Washington undoubtedly changed his
mind about the proposed biography after the Constitutional Convention and probably discouraged its publication directly or indirectly to avoid any semblance of
dishonorable political ambition that might reflect adversely on his cherished personal reputation or the new
federal government. As important as preserving the historical record of his life for posterity was to him, Washington would have nothing to do with any work that
remotely resembled a campaign biography.
Humphreys, nevertheless, allowed part of his sketch
of Washington's life to be published anonymously in
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Jedidiah Morse's American Geography in 1789, and it
subsequently was reprinted in a few periodicals and
pamphlets. Zagarri's discovery of this previously unknown publication history, important as it is, does not
lessen the need in any way for a modern edition of
Humphreys' biography, because the published sketch
omits large and interesting portions of the manuscript
material, and as an anonymous contribution to a larger
work, it lacks the historical and literary context essential
for a proper appreciation of Humphreys' contribution
to our understanding of the private Washington. Zagarri rectifies matters with a sure professional hand.
Zagarri's edition of Humphreys' biography, as she
observes in her introduction, is necessarily a "critical"
or "eclectic" text because of the absence of any single
comprehensive version of the work (liii). She accordingly incorporates four different manuscript sources in
this volume: Humphreys' biographical writings at the
Rosenbach Library, another part of those writings at
Yale University, Washington's annotations of the Rosenbach manuscript which are in the Forbes Magazine
Collection at New York, and Humphreys' previously
unpublished prose epilogue to his "Poem on the Death
of General Washington," also at Yale, which although
it was never intended to be part of the biography, provides an appropriate conclusion to the unfinished work.
In collating the various versions of Humphreys' biography proper, Zagarri has "tried to provide a smooth
chronological rendering of Washington's life," a process that she describes a bit "like doing an elaborate
puzzle" (liv-Iv). So readable is the final product that
one only realizes how much editing went into it by looking at the numerous endnotes in which Zagarri precisely documents the manuscript source of each piece
of her puzzle no matter how small it might be. To aid
interested users in finding the correct page in the loose
unnumbered manuscript pages at Yale, she includes an
appendix which correlates her page numbers to the first
words on each page. More importantly, Zagarri provides alternate readings of the text in the endnotes
enabling readers to second guess her choices although
few will find reason to do so. Because she is focusing
on providing an accessible version of the biography
more than on the thought processes behind it, Zagarri
omits all deletions and silently incorporates insertions
and interlineations except when there is some question
about placement in the text, which cases are explained
in the endnotes.
Washington's autobiographical "Remarks" are also
incorporated into the text at the proper places but are
set off by angle brackets. Written at Humphreys' request to correct and expand portions of the biography
dealing with Washington's early life, these "Remarks"
according to the general's instructions were to be used
and then destroyed. For some reason they were not,

and they were published in John C. Fitzpatrick's Writings of Washington in the 1930s. Appearing there without
Humphreys' draft that occasioned them, these revealing comments were not so revealing as they otherwise
may have been and in some places were virtually meaningless. It is not the least of Zagarri's accomplishments
to restore these important "Remarks" to their original
context and meaning.
Zagarri utilizes a mostly literal transcription style
throughout the volume. Although contractions and abbreviations are consistently expanded, the authors'
spelling, capitalization, paragraphing, and punctuation
are generally retained as are ampersands. Zagarri wisely
disregards Humphreys' habit of frequently underlining
passages for reasons not now readily apparent, but she
recognizes that Washington used underlining for emphasis and properly italicizes underlined words in his
"Remarks."
Use of the volume is facilitated by a long and well
written introduction that discusses at length the history
of Humphreys' biographical efforts and his relations
with Washington, the provenance of the manuscripts
as far as it is known, the limited publication history,
and the literary and historical significance of Humphreys' work. The editorial statement is clear and precise, and the index is appropriately simple and
straightforward. Although the endnotes concern mostly
technical matters relating to the text, Zagarri includes
brief historical annotations where necessary. The appendix contains Humphreys' outlines and miscellaneous notes for the proposed biography as well as the
nonbiographical material that remained in the manuscripts after the biographical passages were extracted,
omitting only the long book summaries. The "Select
Bibliography" is fully adequate for this volume.
At the heart of the book, of course, are Humphreys'
"Life of Washington" and Washington'S "Remarks."
True to her purpose Zagarri lets nothing muddle their
readability or dilute their essential usefulness. The reconstructed text justifies her efforts, for although
Humphreys was a rather pompous young man of marginal literary talents, his biographical sketch of Washington is, as Zagarri observes, "relatively free of
distortion, exaggeration, or outright falsehood" (xxxv).
His close association with Washington undoubtedly led
Humphreys to downplay the less praiseworthy aspects
of Washington's life such as slaveholding, land speculation, and occasional military misjudgments. Yet it was
that same closeness that enabled Humphreys to understand Washington the private citizen and to convey
that understanding in rather straightforward narrative
prose. "The virtuous simplicity which distinguishes the
private life of General Washington, though less known
than the dazzling splendor of his military atcheivments,
is not less edifying in example & ought not to be less

interesting to his countrymen," Humphreys writes. At
Mount Vernon, "He is more chearful than he was in
the army. Notwithstanding his temper is rather of a
serious cast & his countenance commonly carries the
impression of thoughtfulness; he perfectly relishes a
pleasant story, an unaffected sally of wit, or a burlesque
description which surprises by its suddenness & incongruity with the ordinary appearance of the same object"
(35-36).
The question of whether or not Washington should
accept the presidency provoked much more serious discussions at Mount Vernon, and Humphreys reports
much of his conversation with the general on that subject almost verbatim. Although Humphreys gives himself too much credit for convincing Washington to
become president of the new federal government and
the arguments both pro and con appear in Washington's correspondence for the period, Humphreys' account conveys the depth of the general's struggle with
the dictates of honor and duty more vividly than any·
other source does. "God knows," Washington told
Humphreys, "that I have but one wish myself, which
is to live & die on my own plantation. It is said that
every man has his portion of ambition. I may have mine
I suppose as well as the rest; but if I know my own
heart, my ambition would not lead me into public life;
my only ambition is to do my duty in this world as well
as I am capable of performing it, & to merit the good
opinion of all good men" (47).
Washington is just as candid in his "Remarks," which
comprise almost a fourth of the edited text. The closest
thing to an autobiography that Washington ever wrote,
the "Remarks" deal mostly with his experiences in the
French and Indian War, events which despite his admission of a bad memory were so dramatic that they
were vividly fixed in his mind even some thirty years
later. Washington remembers his 1753 journey to the
French fort near Lake Erie "in the depth of the winter
when the whole face of the Earth was covered with snow
and the waters covered with Ice," and he recalls "the
shocking scenes which presented themselves" following
General Braddock's bloody 1755 defeat at the Monongahela River: "The dead-the dying-the groanslamentations-and crys along the Road of the wounded
for help ... were enough to pierce a heart of adament"
(9,18). These confidential "Remarks," which Washington never expected to become public knowledge, also
contain his only reflections on a tragic "friendly fire"
incident near Loyalhanna, Pennsylvania, in November
1758 when a party of troops under his command and
a detachment led by his friend Lt. Col. George Mercer
mistakenly began shooting at each other in the dark
woods and killed several of their comrades before they
could be stopped. He "never was in more imminent
danger," Washington writes, "by being between two
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fires, knocking up with his sword the presented pieces"
(22).
Although current and future scholars undoubtedly
will wish that Washington had extended his comments
to other aspects of his life and that Humphreys had
asked more questions and more penetrating questions
of him, the existing text tells us something very important. Washington, Zagarri concludes, "was a man
of integrity. He expressed the same sentiments to his
confidants as to his casual acquaintances; he was the
same person in private as in public" (xlix). Both scholars
and the general public can henceforth read Washington's other writings with confidence that they are seeing
the "real" man. "It is hard after reading Humphreys'
account," Zagarri says, "to see the first president as
either an aloof stick-figure or an earnest do-gooder"
(I). Washington at last appears here as fully human, a
man who liked to hunt foxes and to listen to friends'
jokes but also was frightened and sickened by the horrors of war and deeply tormented by the responsibilities
of the presidency.
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Call for Reviewers
Documentary Editing is compiling a list of potential book
reviewers. To be considered, please send qualifications and
area of specialization to the editor.

Editors and Their Work
Michael E. Stevens, formerly Assistant State
Archivist of Wisconsin, has been named Director of the
Center for Documentary History at the State Historical
Society of Wisconsin.
On 27 September 1991 J. Robert Constantine,
Professor Emeritus of History at Indiana State
University in Terre Haute, received a Humanities
Achievement Award from the Indiana Humanities
Council for his work as editor of the three-volume
Letters of Eugene V. Debs, published by the University of
Illinois Press in 1990. Debs, a native of Terre Haute,
was a socialist labor leader and a major figure in
Progressive Era history.
Glenn W. LaFantasie, formerly Director of
Publications at the Woodrow Wilson International
Center for Scholars, has been named Deputy Historian
of the United States Department of State and General
Editor of the Foreign Relations of the United States.
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Job Placement
The ADE offers job placement assistance to members
who may be seeking positions. If you have a position
available or if you know of an opening in which an ADE
member might be interested, please send such information
to John Y. Simon, Ulysses S. Grant Association, Morris
Library, Southern Illinois University, Carbondale, IL
62901, or call 618/453-2773.
Members who wish to use this service should send ten
copies of a resume (not to exceed three pages) and include
a covering letter with additional information for the
placement officer.

Call for Nominations
Persons wishing to submit names to be considered
for nomination to offices in the Association for
Documentary Editing, to serve in 1992-93, are
encouraged to send them to the chair of the
Nominating Committee, Paul H. Smith, Letters of
Delegates to Congress, Manuscript Division, Library
of Congress, Washington, DC 20540.

A Summary

The ADE Annual Meeting Sessions
Chicago, Illinois
18-20 October 1991

Fakes and Forgeries
Chair: Michael E. Stevens, Center for Documentary
History, State Historical Society of Wisconsin.
In a paper entitled "Quill Pens and 'Antiqued' Paper:
The Forgery of Eighteenth-Century Documents," Dorothy A. Twohig (Papers of George Washington, University of Virginia) provided a survey of eighteenthcentury forgers in France, England, and the United
States. She also discussed Robert Spring (who during
the 1850S and 1860s specialized in Washington documents), Alexander Howland "Antique" Smith (active
from the 1870S to the 189os), Joseph Cosey (who flourished in the 1920S), and Charles Weisberg.
Mark E. Neely, Jr. (Lincoln Museum, Fort Wayne,
Indiana), in a paper entitled "New Frontiers in Forgery:
Nineteenth-Century Case Studies" discussed the social
and cultural (but not the forensic) history of forgery in
the twentieth century. Wilma Frances Minor forged
love letters between Abraham Lincoln and Ann Rutledge, which the Atlantic Monthly published in 1928.
Neely found that the detection of forgeries has become
irrelevant to historical writing and, sadly, to documentary editing. A letter purporting to date from 1864 from
James S. Wadsworth to Abraham Lincoln and published
in The Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln, 9 vols. (195355), edited by Roy P. Basler et aI., was subsequently
demonstrated to be a forgery, yet the 1974 supplement
to that edition makes no mention of that letter. Neely
found that with manuscripts commanding high prices,
real talent has entered the field of forgery. Mark Hoffman, the forger of early Mormon documents, had respectable social standing among the Utah Mormons
that he swindled, plus significant historical knowledge.
Neely also discussed the Texas broadside forgeries, created by Darman David and sold by John Jenkins.
In a paper entitled "Beyond the Evidence: Examinations of the Hitler Diaries," James E. Lile (Federal
Bureau ofInvestigation) observed, "Hitler sells." There
is a public fascination and insatiable demand for memorabilia and published material on Adolf Hitler, Nazism, and the Third Reich. It is estimated that in less
than fifty years, more works have been published on
these topics, fiction and nonfiction, than on any topic
other than Christ and Christianity in the entire history

Mark E. Neely,jr.,james E. Lile, Michael E. Stevens, and Dorothy
A. Twohig.

of mankind. An air of secrecy and intrigue lingers over
stories about materials confiscated, officially and clandestinely, by the troops of invading and occupying armies of several nations as they swept into Nazi Germany. Mystery and a murkiness of origin have been
sufficient provenance for the avid collector of Nazi
memorabilia. In this atmosphere, the conditions are
right for fraud, sometimes of monumental proportions.
From 1981 through 1983, a journeyman staff reporter
for the popular German magazine Stern and a petty
forger/con man with a modicum of artistic talent collaborated and sold Stern more than sixty volumes purporting to be the personally handwritten original diaries of Hitler. The diaries had "miraculously" survived
the 1945 crash and burning of a plane carrying Hitler's
personal archives. The used car salesman's adage-"It's
the story that sells the car, not the true worth of the
vehicle"-held true. By 1984, Stern and its parent publishing company had been bilked of more than nine
million Deutschmarks (almost four million U.S. dollars).
The professional reputations of the editors, several
noted historians, and several handwriting examiners
were tarnished. The public was titillated by sensational
international press accounts of the fallibility of authority figures.
In retrospect, the historians' errors were influenced
by the "story," by the seemingly factual content of the
diaries, and by the sheer volume of the material. The
handwriting experts erred because the "genuine" doc-
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uments provided for comparisons with a page from the
diaries unwittingly included other forged documents
from the same source as the diaries ( the reporter and
the forger) and included photocopies rather than original documents. Venal secrecy motives by the publisher
delayed submission of the diaries to a forensic laboratory until after their "discovery" was announced to
great fanfare. Too late. Subsequent forensic analyses
of the diaries identified and exposed anachronisms in
the chemical brighteners in the paper, the synthetic
fibers in the bindings, and in the adhesives and inks,
most of which were not produced until the post-I955
period.
The authentication of historical documents must be
a comprehensive joint effort by historians conducting
textual and content analyses, by forensic handwriting
examiners with access to original materials and unimpeachable exemplars for comparisons, and must include forensic analyses of the documentary materials.
Lile concluded, "A lemon can appear to be gold under
weak light."

of the study bring to documentary editors is that historical researchers do indeed value and use documentary editions in their research. There is both a general
climate of interest in editions (evidenced too by the
desire of publications directors to expand their lists of
documentary publications if only they had more resources) and a specific demonstrated use of edited
sources by researchers.
Members of the audience raised several questions
about concrete numbers of users of NHPRC editions
and about which aspects of editions were rated by users
as most important. Since the organizations surveyed
ranged from the professional historians who are members of the Organization of American Historians to the
genealogists who pursue history as an avocation, the
answers varied greatly by group. Overall, the study indicated that the index and accurate transcriptions were
rated of highest importance, though none of the other
elements (comprehensiveness, identification of persons
and events, and historical background) were rated as
unimportant. Some members of the audience feared
that users were overlooking the original scholarship
that is found in the annotation of the volumes. There
was general enthusiasm (and relief) from the audience
for the results of the study, and gratitude for the important role that Ann Gordon had played in the
process.

Ann D. Gordon and Barbara B. Oberg.

The ACLS-NHPRC Historical Documents Study:
Implications for Editors
Ann D. Gordon (Project Director, Historical Documents Study)
Barbara B. Oberg (Papers of Benjamin Franklin, Yale
University).
To a full conference room of over sixty people, Ann
D. Gordon, project director for the Historical Documents Study, gave a preliminary report on the results
of the study. She spoke about the survey, administered
by a professional survey firm, that was a part of the
larger study and about the separate questionnaire that
had been mailed to publications directors of historical
societies (see her "A Future for Documentary Editions:
The Historical Documents Study" in this issue of Documentary Editing). The primary message that all parts
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Harriet Furst Simon, Jo Ann Boydston, William W. Abbot, and J.
A. Leo Lemay.

The Editors' Appreciation: George Washington
and John Dewey

J.

A. Leo Lemay, University of Delaware.
William W. Abbot (Papers of George Washington,
University of Virginia) provided an insight into George
Washington's character gained from the experience of
editing the papers of the first president. Abbot emphasized his early lack of provincialism and his continental or national outlook. Washington's character was
formed by military experience rather than plantation
Chair:

society, educational institutions, or a political career.
His papers of the 1750S "show how Washington sought
a career outside what Virginia could offer and how he
followed for a time a profession that had its own powerful symbols, standards, models, conventions, demands, and rewards, quite different from those of the
provincial country gentry."
Jo Ann Boydston (Center for Dewey Studies, Southern Illinois University) discussed John Dewey "as I have
come to know him, both as a philosopher and a person,
chiefly through his own words and the words of others
who knew him well." She recounted his early life as a
university student and high school teacher in Vermont,
a graduate student at Johns Hopkins, and his teaching
career at Michigan, Chicago, and Columbia. She
stressed his simplicity, directness, and unpretentiousness. Harriet Furst Simon (Center for Dewey Studies,
Southern Illinois University) found that Dewey "has
educated us in at least three major ways: He has provided an editorial education, an education through the
subject matter of his writings, and, perhaps most significantly, an education through the way he conducted
his life. This education has demanded our active participation and reflective thinking-attributes he discussed more than once." Boydston's and Simon's papers will be published in full in a forthcoming issue of
Documentary Editing.

John Rowe, Ralph Austin, Roger Beck, Eren Giray, and John
Hunwick.

Editing African Historical Sources
Chair: Roger B. Beck, Eastern Illinois University.
Roger Beck provided a general background on the
Arabic and European sources of African history. In a
paper entitled "The So-called 'Kano Chronicle': Its
Composition and Form and Its Place in the Historiography of Kano," John Hunwick (Northwestern University) noted that early British colonial rulers-notably
Lady Lugard-had referred to a Kano chronicle. A
translation of a purported Kano chronicle, covering up

to 1893, appeared in 1908. Earlier copies have not been
found, though there may have been an earlier chronicle
covering to 1807. Murray Last thinks the chronicle was
started in the mid-seventeenth century. Hunwick argued that it is a late nineteenth-century compilation of
oral traditions. In it, an anonymous Moslem chronicler
listed the Kano rulers. Hunwick posited a single, local
author. The chronicle demonstrates an evolving historical tradition and develops from simple king lists to
more complex discussions of events.
Eren Giray (University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign), in a paper entitled "Insights into the Transcription, Translation, and Word Processing of Jula Oral
Narratives from Bobo-Dioulasso (Burkina Faso)," described the project which entails preparing cameraready copy for a new series, African Historical Sources,
to be published by Michigan State University Press. The
volume is a selection of Jula oral narratives collected
in West Africa. It includes eighteen texts in the Jula
language with their English translation, selected from
a corpus of two hundred oral narratives comprising a
number of different forms of folk tradition. The present selection concentrates on folktales, presenting them
with annotation of the linguistic, social, and historical
context. Giray briefly discussed some of the difficulties
she encountered, starting with the selection, transcription, translation, and entering of the raw data on computer disk. Some of these problems involve language
and translation, but others are symptomatic of a lack
of standard orthography for JulajBamana and involve
the pioneering work of devising special fonts for
diacritics.
In a paper entitled "War, Religion, and Revolution
in Buganda: Translations of Nineteenth-Century African Memoirs," John Rowe (Northwestern University)
discussed the papers of Sir Apolo Kagwa, which were
written in the Luganda language and covered thirtyseven years of politics. Kagwa wrote the first modern
history of Uganda, published in 1901. Arab traders had
brought written language in the form of the Koran to
Uganda during the 1840s; Christian missionaries introduced the Bible in the 1870s. Since the king ordered
his people to learn to read during the 1880s, a literate
generation existed before the British established colonial rule. The king imposed literacy tests and fomented a cultural revolution. By 19I4 several newspapers and many books were published in Uganda,
indicating widespread literacy in the Luganda language.
Yet the national university did not preserve or collect
these early books and newspapers. The major social and
cultural changes of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries created a desire among the Ugandan
people to preserve something of their previous identity
and a need for historical writing, which Kagwa sought
to provide.
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A Message from the President

DAVID R. CHESNUTT

J

oel Myerson and I have been working together for
more than a decade now-drawn together by our
common interests in scholarly editing and publishing. We have put together panels and sessions at
various professional meetings, worked together on
workshops, put together grant proposals, and helped
each other in a variety of less formal ways. Our regular
luncheons give us a chance to keep up with what's going
on in our respective fields, as well as the local scene at
our university. They also provide a sounding board for
ideas.
One idea we have been discussing is the notion of
expanding our network to the larger community of
scholars-our "constituents" if you will. One way of
extending that network would be to organize sessions
at major professional meetings. The model I have in
mind is our session at the Modern Language Association. Some years ago, Joel arranged for the Modern
Language Association's recognition of the Association
for Documentary Editing as an "affiliated organization." That status enables us to put together a session
at the Modern Language Association annual meeting
without going through the regular program committee
channels.
I frankly don't know how difficult it would be to
arrange similar programs at the meetings of other associations, but I think it would be worth investigating.
The American Historical Association, the Organization
of American Historians, the Southern Historical Association, the Society for the Historians of the Early
American Republic, the Society for Textual Studies, the
American Literature Association, and the American
Philosophical Association are a few that immediately
come to mind. We might even think in terms of doing
sessions at the meetings of the American Association
for State and Local History and the Society of American
Archivists. Ann Gordon's survey revealed a keen interest in documentary editing among historical societies
and other manuscript repositories. I feel sure there are
other associations which you, the members, are actively
involved with and which might be equally appropriate
for sessions on scholarly editing.
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There are several reasons I think this might be a
worthwhile enterprise. First and foremost is the question of awareness among our colleagues at large. I suspect that most of them do not have a very clear
understanding of what we do and why it takes us so
long to do it. Among historians, at least, I do think
there is an understanding of the importance of the
editions. At the same time, there is an impatience which
in part is born out of a kind of cultural "nowness"
syndrome. It seems to me that this is a generation which
does not really understand the old adage: "Time, Money, Quality-Pick Two." I suspect most of you understand it all too well, and that the second element in the
equation is frequently the stumbling block.
A second reason I think this would be a worthwhile
effort is my sense that we as scholarly editors sometimes
feel isolated from the mainstream of our disciplines.
The Association for Documentary Editing itself combats that isolation by giving us a forum for our concerns-but that's not enough. We need the wider arena
of the associations within our respective disciplines. At
the university level, certainly, we have much in common
with our departmental colleagues engaged in research
and writing. The objectives may be different, but the
process is inherently the same and we have developed
areas of expertise which can often help them in their
own work. In the best of all worlds, scholarship is a
symbiotic relationship-but it is a relationship that cannot be developed in isolation. We need to talk to each
other, but we also need to talk to our colleagues.
Once again, I need your input. Do you think it's a
good idea? Would you be willing to participate in such
a session? What are the associations you would like to
see considered for sessions on editing? Do you feel you
are in a position to investigate the possibility of organizing a session for a particular association? Should it
be done along the lines of the Modern Language Association model, or should it be done through regular
program committee channels?

Women's Interest Network

The Association for
Documentary Editing

Treasurer's Report
The seventh annual Women's Interest Network
(WIN) breakfast was held 19 October 1991 at the ADE
convention. Because the meeting was held in Chicago,
the WIN steering committee chose a program featuring
Chicago women's networking. Mary Ann Johnson, the
director of the Hull-House Museum, presented a slidel~cture, "The Women of Hull-House," focusing on the
CIrcle of reformers surrounding Jane Addams, the
director of the famous Chicago settlement house from
its founding in 1889 until her death in 1935. johnson's
presentation evoked both the Hull-House
neighborhood-a crowded, bustling area teeming with
newly arrived immigrants from southern and eastern
Europe-and the commitment of settlement house
residents to provide for the myriad needs of their
community. The Hull-House women's own need to find
meaningful work was also fulfilled as they tackled
problems of poverty, lack of decent sanitation,
dangerous working conditions, and inadequate health
care and became, in the process, experts in a variety
of areas of urban reform, carving out careers for
themselves in municipal and national government. The
carefully crafted slide-lecture generated a lively
question and answer period.
The WIN Steering Committee, Esther Katz
(Margaret Sanger Papers) convenor, met during the
ADE convention to hear reports from several of its
members and discuss an agenda for the 1991-92 year.
Mary Gallagher (Robert Morris Papers) gave an update
on a pilot project to produce study materials
incorporating selected documents from editing
projects to be aimed at a high school and first-year
college level readership. Barbara Oberg (Benjamin
Franklin Papers) reported on the possibility of an ADE
membership survey to develop a profile of the
organization's members. The Steering Committee
chose a new convenor, Carolyn De Swarte Gifford
(Frances Willard Papers), for 1991-92. The Steering
Committee includes Mary Gallagher, Diana Hadley,
Cathy Hajo Moran, Estl.er Katz, Carol De Boer
Langworthy, Elizabeth M. Nuxoll, Barbara Oberg,
Beverly Wilson Palmer, Linda Pike, Leslie S. Rowland,
and Joanne Walroth. The Steering Committee
welcomes suggestions from all members of ADE. They
may be sent to Carolyn De Swarte Gifford, The Journals
of Frances Willard, 2805 Garrison Avenue, Evanston,
IL 60201.
-Carolyn De Swarte Gifford

Before the annual meeting, the Finance Committee
of the ADE prepared a financial statement of the association and a projected budget for 1991-92, which
appears below. The budget has been revised to reflect
income and expenses more accurately where those figures have become available as of 31 December 1991.
The revised budget figures are followed by an asterisk.
Income
Dues
Convention
Contributions
(Excludes award fund)
Other
Total
Expenses
Documentary Editing
Convention
Federal Policy Committee
and reauthorization effort
Miscellaneous
Total

199 0-91

1991-92

$9,670
8,700

$10,000
8,500*

3,33 0
274
$21,974

275
$18,775

$n,57°
8,676
0

$10,800*
6,775*
75 0 *

525
$20,741

525
$18,775

Average monthly balance in checking account
during 1991:

$6,440

As can be seen, a balanced budget is projected for
1991-92, but only because Beth Luey and Tom Mason
were able to bring down the cost of Documentary Editing
and because Celeste Walker, Charles Cullen, and the
other members of the Local Arrangements Committee
managed expenses so well that the association showed
a profit for its 1991 convention in Chicago. The balanced budget also assumes that the current effort to
attract new members will be successful and that the
amount received from dues will grow without a corresponding dues increase. It also assumes that there
will be no extraordinary expenses and allows no money
for new programs or initiatives. It must also be pointed
out that the association has virtually no financial cushion. What formerly constituted the association's reserve, the Life Membership Fund, was used to cover
expenses in 1990. The association's only reserve is a
savings account containing $500. Returning the ADE
to good financial shape must be a priority during the
next several years.

Julian P. Boyd Award Fund
Balance on hand, 31 December 1990
Contributions
Interest
Balance on hand, 31 December 1991

$9,011.24
800.00

50 9. 8 4
$10,321.08
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Project News
When copies of new editions are not available for inspection, the editors of Documentary Editing attempt to verify the
accuracy of listings for the "Project News" section by checking sources such as publishers' catalogs, Books in Print, or the
Online Computer Library Center (OCLC) network. These sources, however, are sometimes incomplete or inaccurate.
Project editors can help to assure that their volumes are accurately reported by sending publication information or review
copies to Documentary Editing.

The University of Arkansas Press has published The Selected Letters ofJohn Ciardi (1991),
edited by Edward Cifelli.

volume 3: The Right Man for the Job, December
7, I94I- May 3I, I943 (1991), edited by Larry I.
Bland and Sharon Ritenour Stevens.

Baylor University Press has published Letters
by Lamplight: A Woman's View of Everyday Life
in South Texas, 1873-1883 (1991), edited by
Lois E. Myers.

Kent State University Press has published
OSS against the Reich: The World War 11 Diaries
of Colonel David K. E. Bruce (1991), edited by
Nelson D. Lankford. The press has also published Volunteers: The Mexican War Journals of
Private Richard Coulter and Sergeant Thomas
Barclay, Company E, Second Pennsylvania Infantry (1991), edited by Allan Peskin, and Fallen
Leaves: The Civil War Letters of Major Henry
Livermore Abbott (1991), edited by Robert
Garth Scott.

Beacon Press has published More than Common Powers of Perception: The Diary of Elizabeth Rogers Mason Cabot (1991), edited by P. A.
M. Taylor.
Doubleday has published Jakob Walter's The
Diary of a Napoleonic Foot Soldier (1991), edited
and with an introduction by Marc Raeff.
The University of Georgia Press has published The Autobiography of Henry Merrell: Industrial Missionary to the South (1991), edited
by James L. Skinner III. The press has also
published The Civil War Diary of Sarah Morgan
(1991), edited by Charles East.
The University of Illinois Press has published
Wartime Washington: The Civil War Letters of
Elizabeth Blair Lee (1991), edited by Virginia
Jeans Laas.
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The Library of Congress has published Letters of Delegates to Congress, 1774-1789, volume 18: September I, I78I-July 3I, I7B2 (1991),
edited by Paul H. Smith, Gerard W. Gawalt,
and Ronald M. Gephart.
Louisiana State University Press has published The Civil War Memoirs of Captain William J. Seymour: Reminiscences of a Louisiana
Tiger (1991), edited and with an introduction
by Terry L. Jones. The press has also published
Sherwood Anderson's Secret Love Letters: For
Eleanor, a Letter a Day (1991), edited and with
an introduction by Ray Lewis White.

Indiana University Press has published 100
!ears at Hull-House (1991), edited by Mary Lynn
McCree Bryan and Allen F. Davis. This is a revised and expanded edition of Eighty ~ars at
Hull-House (1969). The press has also published
The Complete Twenty Thousand Leagues under
the Sea: A New Translation ofJules Verne's Science Fiction Classic (1991), introduction and
notes by Emanuel J. Mickel.

The University of Missouri Press has published Truman in the White House: The Diary
ofEbenA. Ayers (1991), edited with commentary
by Robert H. Ferrell.

The Johns Hopkins University Press has published The Papers of George Catlett Marshall,

The University of North Carolina Press has
published The Black Abolitionist Papers, vol-
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The University of Michigan Press has published The Voyage of the Peacock: A Journal by
Benajah Ticknor, Naval Surgeon (1991), edited
by Nan Powell Hodges.

ume 4: The United States, I847-I8S8 (1991), edited by C. Peter Ripley, Roy E. Finkenbine,
Michael F. Hembree, and Donald Yacovone.
Northeastern University Press has published
The Diary of Elizabeth Drinker (1991), edited by
Elaine Forman Crane.
Norton has published Thinking of Home: William Faulkner's Letters to His Mother and Father
1918-1925 (1992), edited by James G. Watson.
Oxford University Press has published Since
You Went Away: World War II Letters from
American Women on the Home Front (1991), edited by Judy Barrett Litoff and David C. Smith.
The University of Pennsylvania Press has
published Diana's Hunt: Caccia di Diana: Boccaccio's First Fiction (1991), edited and translated by Anthony K. Cassell and Victoria
Kirkham. The press has also published Newspaper Days: Theodore Dreiser (1991), edited by
Theodore D. Nostwich.
Rutgers University Press has published Letters from the Lost Generation: Gerald and Sara
Murphy and Friends (1991), edited by Linda
Patterson Miller.
St. Martin's Press has published The Wartime
Diaries of Lionel Robbins and James Meade,
1943-1945 (1991), edited by Susan Howson and
D. E. Moggridge.
The University of South Carolina Press has
published, for the South Carolina Department
of Archives and History, The Journal of the
Commons House of Assembly, November 20,
1755-July 6, 1757 (1989), edited by Terry W.
Lipscomb, part of The Colonial Records of South
Carolina. The press has also published Witness
to Sorrow: The Antebellum Autobiography of
WiliiamJ. Grayson (1990), edited by Richard].
Calhoun.
Southern Illinois University Press has published The Papers of Ulysses S. Grant, volume
17: january I-September 30, I867 (1991) and volume 18: October I, I867-june 30, I868 (1991),
edited by John Y. Simon.

The University of Tennessee Press has published Piedmont Farmer: The Journals of David
Golightly Harris, 1855-1870 (1990), edited and
with an introduction by Philip N. Racine.
Ticknor & Fields has published The Letters
of Evelyn Waugh and Diana Cooper (1991), edited by Artemis Cooper.
The United States Department of State has
published the following volumes of Foreign Relations of the United States, of which John P.
Glennon was editor-in-chief: 1955-1957, volume 23, part I: japan (1991), edited by David
W. Mabon; 1958-1960, volume 5: American Republics (1991), edited by N. Stephen Kane, Carl
N. Raether, Evans Gerakas, EdithJames, Delia
Pitts, Aaron D. Miller, and Nina]. Noring; volume 6: Cuba (1991), edited by Ronald D. Landa;
1961-1963, volume 3: Vietnam,january-August
Ig63 (1991), edited by Edward C. Keefer and
Louis]. Smith; and volume 4: Vietnam, AugustDecember Ig63 (1991), edited by Edward C. Keefer.
The University Press of Virginia has published Sarah Jane Foster, Teacher of the Freedmen: A Diary and Letters (1990), edited by
Wayne E. Reilly with a foreword by Jacqueline
Jones. The press has also published Anna Leonowens's The Romance of the Harem (1991), edited and with an introduction by Susan
Morgan, and Journal of Emily Shore (1991), edited and with an introduction by Barbara Timm
Gates.
The Virginia State Library and Archives has
published The Letter Book ofJames Abercromby,
Colonial Agent: 1751-1773 (1991), edited by
John C. Van Horne and George Reese.
Yale University Press has published The Frederick Douglass Papers, Series I: Speeches, Debates,
and Interviews, volume 4: I864-I880 (1991), edited by John W. Blassingame, John R. McKivigan, Richard G. Carlson, Suzanne Selinger,
and Gerald W. Fulkerson. The press has also
published A Woman Making History: Mary Ritter Beard through Her Letters (1991), edited and
introduced by Nancy F. Cott.

